Introduction
The governance of food safety has changed dramatically since the 1990s. The outbreak of recurrent major food safety crises, including Bovine Spongiform Encephalopathy (BSE), the globalisation of food supply chains and the growing concentration of economic power amongst food retailers have made fertile ground for changes in the institutions and practices of food governance. At the same time, a general perception of failing public regulation and new concerns amongst consumers about animal welfare, dietary habits, the environment and fair trade 2 Conceptualising regulatory enrolment
Regulatory regimes: functions, actors and space
In the literature on regulatory governance, we find many accounts of coordination between public and private regulatory activities through enrolment of various actors in regulatory regimes. These regimes can be defined as systems of collective control attempting to influence the behaviour of businesses according to predefined standards and goals. 5 These systems are considered to be organised around three elements or functions, namely a set of normative standards and goals of some kind (standard-setting), processes for detecting deviation from these standards and objectives (monitoring), and mechanisms for correcting non-compliant behaviour (enforcement). 6 Regulatory regimes comprise a variety of different actors, each fulfilling different regulatory functions depending on their relative capacity. These actors might be categorised by using a very rough analytical distinction based on their institutional background, namely public (state) and private (market, non-state) actors. Regulatory regimes administered by state actors comprise standards developed through legislative processes and administrative decision-making, and that are monitored by regulatory agencies that can sanction non-compliant behaviour through legal sanctions. The archetype of a public regulator is said to be a regulatory agency in the United States ('US'), to which frequently all three regulatory functions are delegated by primary legislation. 7 Consequently, a public regulator cannot only set its own standards, but also has legal powers to monitor and enforce compliance by the regulated entities (regulatees). Non-state, marketbased regimes, by contrast, are driven by private actors such as firms, associations, non-government organisations (NGOs) or combinations of these. Regimes of 'pure' or 'voluntary' self-regulation are free from active state involvement and may comprise the creation of industry codes of conduct that are monitored by peers and enforced through reputational market sanctions. 8 Examples of these stylised and purely 'public' or 'private' regimes are hard to come by in practice, however. Almost inevitably, regulatory regimes will involve different kinds of actors in relation to one or more regulatory functions. For example, practices of notice and comment, public consultation and negotiated rule-making with regulatees are now common among US regulatory agencies in order to strengthen scientific and technical expertise and facilitate participation from industry and NGOs. 9 Similarly, robust and effective regimes of private selfregulation are seldom void of state interference as their creation is often coerced by the threat of government action. These empirical observations draw attention to the increasingly 'fragmented' 11 and 'hybrid' 12 character of regulation: regulation is not the product of a single regulator, but is the outcome of a process involving a multitude of regulatory actors or different sites of regulation that interact in 'complex, fluid and multidimensional ways' . 13 One of the most powerful accounts of this development is provided by Black. She promotes a 'decentred' analysis of regulation, which:
involves a move away from an understanding of regulation which assumes that governments have a monopoly in the exercise of power and control, that they occupy a position from which they can oversee the actions of others, and that those actions will be altered pursuant to government's demand. 14 As Black explains in later writings, this analysis 'draws attention away from individual regulatory bodies, be they at the national or global level, and emphasises instead the multitude of actors which constitute a regulatory regime in a particular domain' . 15 While a decentred analysis of regulation thus denies the centrality of the state as a regulator and seeks to draw attention away from it, a polycentric approach more positively highlights the existence of multiple sites of regulation, either at sub-national, national or transnational level. At the core of both analyses is the claim that there is no 'centre' of regulation, no one position of an ultimate overseer or controller that a state or non-state actor can hold. The understanding of regulation as decentred or polycentric invites the image of a regulatory space that is occupied by a variety of actors. The analytical construct of a regulatory space was first developed by Hancher and Moran 16 based on Crouch's metaphor of 'polity space' . 17 The regulatory space is defined as 'the range of regulatory issues subject to public decision' , including issues of safety or pricing in a particular domain. 18 Because it is a space, it can be occupied and divided between different actors possessing different resources for regulation. However, understanding who occupies the space 'involves examining the outcomes of competitive struggles, the resources used in those struggles, and the distribution of those resources between different involved institutions' . 19 Of the many factors determining the shape of the regulatory space, and the relative position of the actors occupying it, Hancher and Moran draw attention to the importance of national legal culture in allowing access to the space, the element of timing and the organisational capacity of the actors.
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Again, the construct of the regulatory space emphasises that the capacity and resources for regulation are dispersed and fragmented among a wide range of actors. 21 We might attempt to locate the different actors in the regulatory space by reference to two key analytical dimensions drawn in relation to these actors in the decentred and polycentric analysis of regulation, and the metaphor of regulatory space. The two dimensions are those of public-private and nationaltransnational. Accordingly, four 'quadrants' are distinguished occupying different actors possessing different capacities for regulation. 22 It should be emphasised, however, that any depiction of the regulatory space is only a representation of the actors at a given time. These actors, their interests and interrelationships, are not static and are subject to change over time. 23 Understanding how these interests and interrelationships evolve is now a key topic for study by scholars of regulation. Moreover, the distinction between public-private actors is problematic as one of the key insights provided by a decentred analysis of regulation is that the sociopolitical distinction between public-private regulation and governance has collapsed. 24 Instead, we see a rise of 'hybrid' organisations combining state and non-state actors in multiple ways. 25 Also the distinction between national and transnational actors might not be so clear given the insights of contemporary studies into global governance and regulation. As observed, such regulation in fact often constitutes a multi-level affair, in which transnational standards operate in, and are subject to, domestic legal orders. It must thus interact with national rules and institutions in order to have effect.
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Therefore, what we need to study are the interactions between the various actors in the different quadrants of Figure 1 . These interactions are essential for a fuller understanding of the regulatory regime. Regulatory enrolment, as will be argued below, provides a nexus through which different actors are linked in a regulatory space. 
Regulatory capacity and regulatory enrolment
It has been noted that a decentred analysis of regulation-including accounts of the regulatory space-has little prescriptive edge and remains descriptive for the better part. 27 Proponents of this analysis simply argue for a more holistic approach to the matter of regulation, stressing the relative regulatory capacity of different actors. Normativity appears to enter the analysis only in as far as it is suggested that government should be more 'modest' in setting its regulatory objectives, for the outcomes are not a function of their regulatory activities only. 28 The theory of 'smart regulation' as advanced by Gunningham and Grabosky can be seen as an early attempt to provide more normative guidance into how different actors-State, industry and civil society-and their relative regulatory capacities can and should be combined, either sequentially or simultaneously, to achieve regulatory outcomes most effectively. 29 Their analysis, however, is first and foremost concerned with the deployment of enforcement capacity of actors to respond to and deter future noncompliant behaviour by the regulatees, rather than to the use of other regulatory functions such as the drafting, implementation and adoption of standards by regulatees. A more sophisticated and systematic analysis of the way in which regulatory functions could or should be distributed between actors given the relative regulatory capacity they possess now and in the future for regulation to be effective is offered by Black. 30 Building on her notion of regulation as something that is fundamentally decentred and comprises the elements of standards and goals, monitoring and enforcement, she highlights the relative capacity of the actors concerned in a regulatory regime to contribute to the purposes of those seeking to regulate (the regulators). Regulatory capacity, as she notes, refers to 'the actual or potential possession of resources plus the existence of actual and potential conditions that make it likely that those resources will be deployed both now and in the future in such a way as to further the identified goals of those seeking to regulate (…)' . Capacity thus not only refers to the possession of resources but also to the ability and willingness of the actors to put them to use.
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Six key resources for performing regulatory functions are suggested: information, expertise, wealth, authority and legitimacy, strategic position, and organisational capacity. 33 Each regulatory function requires a different configuration of resources to be performed effectively. While standard-setting typically requires a high need for information, expertise and authority and legitimacy, effective enforcement appears to create greater demands for strategic positioning and authority and legitimacy. 34 Clearly, the resources for fulfilling a regulatory function are not evenly distributed amongst the actors concerned with a regulatory regime. Some may have many, others few and, again, others may possess only pivotal resources for a particular regulatory function.
The actors' possession of resources is also not static. It is subject to change, much like the configuration of actors in the regulatory regime. The assessment of regulatory capacity must thus take into account the resilience of regulatory capacity and its susceptibility to changes in the underlying resources. 35 Moreover, actors may possess resources directly, while they may also have indirect access to them through another actor. These properties of regulatory capacity-dispersal, change, indirect availability-invites suggestions regarding ways in which one actor possessing a different kind and degree of regulatory capacity can be functionally linked to another so as to enhance the capacity of both actors. By joining, borrowing or alternating resources, actors may strengthen the capacity of any in achieving the regulatory goals. Accordingly, the effectiveness of the regime as a whole can also be increased.
32 Cafaggi and Pistor offer a different approach under the header of 'regulatory capabilities' . Adopting the work by Nussbaum, they embark on an assessment of the impact of regulatory regimes designed by others on individuals, collectives and entities, and their relative ability to express their preferences, choose alternative forms of regulation or determine how best to govern interdependencies between different regulatory regimes. Accordingly, their concept is much more focused on regulatees and their ability to choose to be subject to the regulatory regime, in the sense of self-determination. Regulatory enrolment is essentially a strategy for linking actors possessing a different configuration of regulatory capacity in a regulatory regime so as to enhance the capacity of both. 36 Identifying who the actors are and what regulatory capacity they possess is thus a key task for those actively seeking to interlink with others. Enrolment can occur consciously or unconsciously, implicitly or explicitly, and with or without changes to the formal legal structures underpinning the regulatory regime. It does not imply a level of hierarchy between the actor enrolling the other and the actor being enrolled. In fact, enrolment is frequently mutual. As Black explains, often an actor is relying on, or seeking to deploy resources of, another actor in order to achieve its own goals, while the actor being enrolled is doing the same.
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Regulatory enrolment does not, of course, guarantee regulatory outcomes, nor does it offer full control to the actor doing the enrolling over the activities of the actor being enrolled. The advantages of the strategy are to be found in the increased regulatory capacity of individual actors or the regime as a whole to achieve regulatory goals at a given moment. For example, by being able to work with more detailed information about regulatory non-compliance provided by private auditing firms, State actors may determine what type of enforcement action is required more accurately and better refine their approach to secure compliance. 38 Furthermore, the ability to use or rely on additional resources may also enhance the transnational reach of public regulatory activities, which are typically confined to territorial borders. 39 In Black's view, a focus on regulatory capacity and their enrolment allows for 'considering ways in which the capacity of the system as a whole might be enhanced effectively and legitimately by the careful deployment within it of the regulatory capacities of different actors' . Such orchestration can be 'indirect' because the orchestrator works through intermediaries to influence regulated entities ('targets'), and 'soft' because the orchestrator lacks authoritative control over intermediaries and targets. Abbott and Snidal consider orchestration to be particularly close to regulatory enrolment. As they note, 'Orchestration is a specific strategy of enrolment' . 48 However, orchestration differs from regulatory enrolment as it departs from the assumption that state actors still hold a central position in the (transnational) regulatory space, enabling them-at least in part-to direct, steer and control social phenomena, however indirectly that may be. A purist decentred or polycentric analysis of regulation, on which Black's understanding of regulatory enrolment is cast, denies such centrality. Moreover, the theory of orchestration was developed in response to perceived gaps in the ability of state actors to respond to apparent failures to address production externalities in global markets. It is also primarily focused on, or limited to, the function of standard-setting. While regulatory enrolment is responsive to the changing role of the state in regulating global markets and its diminishing capacity for standard-setting, its application is not limited to transnational governance and standard-setting as such. It may also involve national and local-level interaction between different actors across the full range of regulatory functions in a domain.
The regulatory space of food safety
The regulatory space of food safety, including hygiene, may be dissected into spheres populated by public and private actors. In turn, each of these spheres may, again for analytical purposes only, be partitioned into a transnational and national sphere. Based on this categorisation, actors involved in the regulation of food safety may occupy a particular position within one of the four quadrants as illustrated by Figure 2 . At a regional level, the European Union (EU) is a key institutional actor in the public sphere. The outbreak of the BSE crisis in 1996 in the United Kingdom (UK) and later in the EU can be seen as the birth of modern EU food safety law. The crisis revealed significant dysfunctions both in industry practices and the public systems supervising those practices. It also set off a process of harmonisation of national food safety laws and the creation of EU agencies in the field of food safety. At a national level, food safety regulation is set and administered by ministries and departments, and national food safety agencies. These agencies take the form of independent regulatory agencies, for example, the Food and Drug Administration in the US, the Food Standards Agency in the UK, or as an executive service of a ministry, like the NVWA in the Netherlands. Food safety agencies, at least in Europe, liaise with each other either through formal institutions, such as the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) or informal networks, such as FLEP. Enforcement of food safety laws may be the responsibility of the agencies or ministries, or they may share such responsibility with local enforcement officers at state, city or commune level.
Private sphere 52
The private sphere of the regulatory space (Quadrants III and IV) is occupied by a range of different actors operating at transnational-global and regional-and 52 NGOs squarely belong to the private sphere. Nonetheless, they are absent in the discussion here. As noted above (n 22), NGOs do not play a role of significance in the domain of food safety, in sharp contrast to social and sustainability aspects of the production, sourcing and marketing of food. The private standards adopted under transnational certification schemes require implementation at national, local level. Audit service providers, including auditors, certifiers, consultants, are key players in this implementation process. Transnational schemes may also have national spin-offs or accept national standards as equivalent. An example is provided by GLOBALG.A.P., the most widely implemented transnational food safety standard for agri-food in the world, which has devised a benchmarking process through which it has recognised national schemes to be equivalent to GLOBALG.A.P. certification for the module against which it was successfully benchmarked. Such national standards include ChiliGAP, ChinaGAP and KenyaGAP, as well as the 'Red Tractor Farm Assurance' scheme in the UK, the Qualität und Sicherheit (Quality and Safety) scheme in Germany and the IKB Varken (IKB Pigs) scheme in the Netherlands. 58 In addition there are national assurance schemes administered by national trade associations or audit service providers, such as the American Institute of Baking in the US and RiskPlaza in the Netherlands. Finally, we can distinguish individual companies in the food industry, known as food business operators, that are the ultimate targets of food safety legislation. To implement these laws, however, they may design firm-specific systems of food safety control (HACCP systems) that in turn can be enforced by national food safety agencies. 
Hybrids
The allocation of the actors' position in the regulatory space of food safety as set out in Figure 2 might be said to be quite arbitrary for-as we will see in detail in Section 4-actors may influence and enrol other actors positioned in different quadrants of the space. There are also a number of actors that are part of the regulatory regime of food safety that are difficult to classify as either public or private, working at national or transnational level. They are 'hybrids' , either residing at the intersection of the public-private sphere, the national-transnational sphere, or even both. Accreditation bodies (ABs) are an example of a public-private hybrid. Accreditation can be defined as an attestation that a certification body meets the requirements to carry out specific conformity assessment activities. The 
Strategies for enrolment
Regulatory enrolment is a strategy that is frequently applied in the domain of food safety by different actors, for different regulatory functions, and with a view to enrolling different types of resources. We can distinguish between six different 64 Société Générale de Surveillance, for example, notes in a marketing communication on 'food safety, quality and sustainability solutions' the following: A Global Reach with A Local Touch: 'Our approach for delivering services to our clients is harmonised, leveraging the largest independent network of experts in the world. With a presence in nearly every single region around the globe, our experts speak the local language, understand the culture of the local market and operate globally in a consistent, reliable and cost-effective manner. ' <http://www. The analysis below will provide examples of the avenues for enrolment, detailing the actors and resources that are enrolled, why this is taking place and how enrolment occurs, ie, consciously or unconsciously, implicitly or explicitly, and with or without changes to formal legal structures.
Transnational public -national public
The influence of international public law and IGOs on national food safety laws is a topic that has been well studied by scholars of food law and governance. That influence has been noted as being pervasive, in particular in the EU. As MacMaoláin observes for the UK, 'it is the EU membership which has led to the vast majority of food safety laws as they stand (...)' . 66 The same is true for other EU Member States. The current design of EU food safety law depends heavily on a multi-level system of governance in which the EU and its independent agency ESFA enrol national governments and food safety authorities to ensure uniform and coherent application of food safety rules across EU territory. 67 Accordingly, they enrol the resources of national public actors such as information, wealth, strategic positioning and organisational capacity. As regards information, for example, the European Commission has set in place a 'Rapid Alert System for Food and Feed' , which enables information to be shared efficiently between EU-28 national food safety authorities, the Commission, EFSA and other stakeholders within the European Economic Area. Accordingly, notifications of food safety risks and related outbreaks enable the EU and national authorities to devise swift, collective and efficient strategies for addressing these incidents. Conversely, national public agencies have enrolled the EU to enhance their regulatory capacity in terms of authority and legitimacy and expertise. One of the key considerations underpinning the new design of EU food safety law was the lack of trust and confidence of the general public in the capacity of national authorities to deal with cross-border food safety outbreaks in the aftermath of the BSE crisis. 68 The creation of strong EU institutions and the ability to work with them would thus enhance the authority and legitimacy of national agencies. The creation of EFSA also responded to the need for national governments to have objective scientific and technical information for the resolution of food safety incidents. 69 Expertise was thus sought as a resource.
Transnational public -transnational private
An example of the enrolment occurring between actors positioned in Quadrants II and III concerns the interplay between Codex and transnational private certification schemes as regards Codex standards. As noted, a key standard adopted by Codex is the HACCP standard, which provides a systematic method for identifying and controlling hazards associated with food operations in the supply chain. In 1969, Codex adopted the International Code of Practice General Principle of Food Hygiene, which promoted the use of the HACCP standard. 70 This Code has had a strong influence not only on the design of national food safety laws, but also on the scope and content of (transnational) private food safety regulation. Like states, private certification scheme owners have based their respective schemes on Codex's HACCP standard. Other standards adopted by Codex relating to food safety, such as standards for Good Agricultural Practice and Good Manufacturing Practice, have also been used as a basis for these schemes. 71 In fact, the Food Safety System Certification 22000 scheme and Safe Quality Food Institute 2000 Code even make explicit reference to Codex as one of the authoritative sources on which their standards are based. 72 Also the GFSI Guidance Document, which is used to perform the GFSI benchmarking process, is said to contain substantive elements of four different Codex standards. 73 We thus observe a strong reliance by transnational private certification schemes on Codex standards in relation to the regulatory function of standardsetting. Resources that they seek to enrol to strengthen their own regulatory capacity are primarily related to authority and legitimacy, and to expertise. These schemes face an immediate legitimacy deficit because of an apparent lack of democratic process of participation or a delegation of statutory powers by national governments or IGOs. Such deficits are accentuated by the fact that traditional accountability mechanisms such as parliamentary committees, auditors, courts or ombudsman schemes do not readily apply to these private regimes. 74 Being
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Paul Verbruggen regimes because they require that those parties affected by their authority accept these regimes and modify their behaviour in accordance with the regulatory norms or goals they set. 75 WTO members have also expressed their concern that private food standards are not science-based. 76 Therefore, building on well-established and widely accepted standards developed by an expert body created by United Nations organisations-FAO and WHO-has been a key strategy for responding to legitimacy deficits and helping to bolster the authority and capacity of the private certification schemes. 77 
Transnational public -national private
Enrolment of national private actors by a transnational public actor occurs in the case of the promotion of 'Guides to Good Hygienic Practice' by the EU and the European Commission. Regulation 852/2004/EC lays down the general hygiene requirements to be respected by food business operators in the food supply chain. 78 One of the principal obligations for these operators based on Article 5(1) of this Regulation is to 'put in place, implement and maintain a permanent procedure based on [HACCP] principles' . In the literature it has been noted that the design and implementation of a HACCP system is particularly troublesome for Small and Medium-sized Enterprises (SMEs), as this approach demands great expertise and financial resources, which this type of food business operators typically lack. 79 Since EC assists operators in ensuring compliance with the HACCP requirement in that it offers these firms the choice either to develop and implement their own companyspecific food safety management system or adopt an applicable 'Guide to Good Hygienic Practice' . At a national level, such guides are adopted and implemented by the food industry or a specific sector within it, subject to approval by a national competent government authority, such as a ministry or an independent food safety agency. The European Commission runs a registration system in which the national guides are made publicly available. In 2015, over 400 national guides were registered in this system. 81 Collectively, these guides help to provide cost-efficient alternatives for food business operators to design individual company HACCP management systems. As the European Commission notes: 'Guides to good practice for hygiene and for the application of the HACCP principles developed by the food business sectors themselves should help businesses to implement HACCP-based procedures tailored to the characteristics of their production. ' 82 Accordingly, these guides may assist food businesses to comply with procedural obligations expressed in the EU laws.
The inclusion of Guides to Good Hygienic Practice within the EU regulatory framework on food safety had the clear overall objective to enhance the capacity of food business operators, in particular SMEs, to comply with the newly introduced legal HACCP requirements. By enrolling national private actors involved in the adoption of these guides, the EU and European Commission sought to build on resources within the food industry to work towards implementation of the HACCP standard. An important resource these actors possess concerns information about current industry practices and demands for guidance on how to gain compliance. Trade associations indeed serve as pivotal communication channels in the supply and demand of such information as they are strategically positioned to gather input about concerns over compliance. That also makes them key actors for the adoption of common standards on HACCP compliance. As membership organisations, trade associations can be said to enjoy a strong degree of legitimacy of food business operators. Experience with the development and use of national guides provides another argument for relying on private industry actors in the implementation of EU law. In the Netherlands, for example, guides on good hygiene practice have been a widely used instrument in non-industrial food sectors for over 25 years.
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Enrolment of national guides by the EU legislature within the EU framework of food safety law also provides benefits to the private actors involved in the adoption of such guides. Approval and recognition as part of that framework also grants a greater degree of authority and legitimacy to the standard-setting activities of the private actors.
National public -national private
Related to the implementation of the HACCP requirements as set out by Regulation 852/2004/EC in the EU, is the interplay between national public authorities for food safety enforcement and food business operators. As Article 5(2) of this Regulation stipulates, the HACCP standard requires all food businesses along the supply chain to have in place self-assessment systems that are tailored to their business processes to identify the potential hazards concerned within their individual operations, implement and monitor controls, and document this process. This requirement does not apply to primary producers, such farmers and growers. Public food safety authorities enforce compliance with these privately established systems. This arrangement of company-level self-regulation that is approved and enforced by public actors has been discussed in the literature under the concepts of 'enforced self-regulation' and 'management-based regulation' . 84 The introduction of the HACCP standard as a regulatory requirement for food business operators in EU food safety law has been said to have triggered the widespread use of enforced self-regulation throughout the EU. Enforced self-regulation is a regulatory strategy in which the regulatory resources of national public and private actors are combined and mixed to enhance the effectiveness and efficiency of regulatory outcomes. As regulatory standards are adopted by the firm itself and approved by the public agency, they are claimed to be more closely attuned to the business operations than to state regulation, more comprehensive and easier to amend. They also enjoy greater acceptance, induce fewer compliance costs for firms and thus lead to higher levels of compliance.
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In other words, by deploying the strategy of enforced self-regulation, national public agencies tap into key resources of the regulated firm to attain compliance. These resources first of all concern information about compliance. While public regulators may possess such information, and lots of it, they cannot possibly know as much as the firm itself. Also assessing and understanding the information might be more complicated for agencies than for the firm itself. In addition, the agency relies on the resources of expertise, wealth and authority of regulated firms to implement legal requirements in business processes and its staff members. Conversely, the individual firm may seek to enrol a public agency by applying for approval of its HACCP system in order to receive information about how to gain regulatory compliance. Approval also provides the firm with authority and legitimacy in pursuing its company policy vis-à-vis staff members internally, and suppliers and buyers externally.
However, the implementation of enforced self-regulation has proven to be not without its problems. While its deployment was intended to create efficiency in the allocation of scarce public enforcement resources, the regulatory strategy has been reported to be very time-consuming and laborious for individual enforcement officers, in particular when carrying out inspections at SMEs. 87 The success of enforced self-regulation is fundamentally dependent on the capacity of the firms concerned to understand and manage HACCP-based systems. However, resources to do so, in particular those of expertise and funding, are typically lacking among SMEs. 88 Consequently, public agencies need to allocate more time to educate food business operators on food safety hazards, which in turn leads to a situation in which the original objective of the approach-ie, efficiency-is undermined. Here, the analytical framework for regulatory enrolment as proposed by Black could provide better insight into how to overcome these problems. By doing so, it seeks to enrol the key resources these schemes possess, including information, wealth, strategic position and organisational capacity. A principal explanation by NVWA for pursuing this policy is related to the fact that its own capacity to regulate food safety has come under pressure due to the globalisation of food supply chains, and recurrent institutional reforms and budget cuts.
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GFSI, on the other hand, has been keen to engage with national and transnational public actors. Through its 'Global Regulatory Affairs Working Group' it has sought to encourage governments to understand and recognise the credibility of the GFSI process and to gain recognition by public regulators in Canada, the EU and US of GFSI-benchmarked schemes as an accepted tool to help them prioritise their food safety compliance resources and factory inspection.
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By pursuing this strategy of engagement, GFSI seeks to enrol the authority and legitimacy of public actors, while sharing information on how they might design Understanding the 'New Governance' of Food Safety accreditation programmes for enrolling GFSI-benchmarked schemes in inspection and enforcement policies. It has been widely acknowledged that third-party certification schemes benchmarked by GFSI face problems in terms of auditor competence and auditor independence. 93 Enrolling national governments and IGOs in its regime is part of a wider effort to address these issues. 94 
Transnational private -national private
Finally, transnational and national private actors may enrol each other's resources to strengthen their capacity to achieve their respective regulatory goals. An example is provided by GLOBALG.A.P., which, as noted above, provides for a benchmarking process through which national schemes are recognised to be equivalent to GLOBALG.A.P. certification for the module against which they have been successfully benchmarked. As a result, farmers certified by the benchmarked national schemes benefit from the worldwide application and acceptance by GLOBALG.A.P. of certification in markets for primary produce, including fruit and vegetables, dairy, beef, poultry, pigs and plants. This is a dominant motivation for national schemes to apply for the benchmarking process. As some observers have noted, GLOBALG.A.P. benchmarking is 'a marketing instrument to expand export market' . 95 After all, if national schemes succeed in being benchmarked, they can offer their (potentially) certified farmers the prospect of being able to access global supply chains for primary produce and enter the most profitable markets (EU, North America, Australia), which are typically dominated by major Western supermarket chains. 96 The key resources these national schemes thus enrol concern different and, at times, competing national private food safety regimes. Moreover, it enrols resources such as information, expertise and strategic position from local actors to be included in the GLOBALG.A.P. standard-setting procedures headed by its national technical working groups. Also such enrolment has been considered a key strategy of GLOBALG.A.P. in managing its legitimacy vis-à-vis state and nonstate actors.
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Regulatory enrolment as a governance response to change
A key contention of the detailed analysis of the regulatory capacity and related resources of different actors constituting a regulatory regime, and in turn the potential for mutual regulatory enrolment is that it provides 'a normative framework for considering ways in which the capacity of the system as a whole might be enhanced effectively and legitimately by the careful deployment within it of the regulatory capacity of different actors' . 98 Such an analysis also provides a lens through which governance response to regulatory change can be designed. As noted, both the configuration of actors and their relative resources are subject to change. 99 Changes may thus require the search for enrolment of other and new actors, or other and newly acquired resources. The domain of food safety has been subject to tremendous changes in the last two decades that have affected both positively and negatively the regulatory capacity-or power if you will-of actors in that domain. 100 One transformation stands out, however, and that is the rise of global supply chains. In the following subsection, this change is discussed in greater detail, as well as the potential for the strategy of regulatory enrolment as a response to it.
Global chains and national enforcement agencies
The food industry consists of firms that are concerned with the farming and production, packaging and distribution, and retailing and catering of food and Understanding the 'New Governance' of Food Safety beverages. Food supply chains link the operations of these firms and include, at one end, a strongly fragmented market for producers, including farmers, growers and, at the other end, a very concentrated market dominated by major retailers, ie, supermarket chains. In the US, the top five supermarket chains accounted for almost 40% of retail food turnover in 2000, while in 1993 they accounted for some 25%. 101 In most European countries the five largest retailers account for between 50% to over 70% of retail food. 102 In addition, retailers in Western capitalist economies have been increasingly sourcing food products and ingredients across geopolitical boundaries, thus increasing the distance over which food is shipped and the number of jurisdictions they cross. 103 These trends combined have created an environment in which 'global food retailing increasingly resembles an international oligopoly composed of a limited number of multinationals with minor brand producers and non-branded producers being obliged to comply with the requirements and conditions set by retailers' . 104 For a single public enforcement agency, the global scope of supply chains poses major challenges for its regulatory capacity to ensure safe food. While these chains have become increasingly global and frequently involve stages of production in different foreign territories, its own jurisdiction remains territorially defined. Furthermore, the sheer volume of trade in food products makes compliance with food safety regulation more troublesome and costly. In the Netherlands, for example, this is considered a serious problem since the country plays a significant role in the global trade of food. It leads global trade in vegetables-ranked highest with some 12% of global trade-while for other food products its share is significant too. 105 To retain this position, the Netherlands has a strong interest in ensuring the safety of imported food, yet this task might simply be impossible for a single public agency to meet adequately. The loss of strategic positioning by national food safety agencies in a global context and a lack of authority and legitimacy to regulate food production in other
